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certain extent in the lax loci contractors or in another device.
On the other hand, nothing is really certain; the courts ex-
periment; they are benevolent to a party who appears to
deserve protection; they do not want, in particular, to allow
a right to be frustrated by a local statute, either outmoded
or having no reasonable claim to govern exclusively an inter-
state transaction. Very clearly, the courts in general do not
favor the peculiarities of state provisions on Sunday contracts,
statute of frauds, usury, or the formalities of insurance
policies. The Wisconsin Supreme Court, speaking of a sale
made in its own territory without a memorandum in writing,
discards the law of the place of contracting and its rule of
unenforceability, stating there is "nothing inherently bad
about such convention, despite our statute of frauds," and
the contract is declared valid under the foreign law of the
place of performance.204 The usury cases, a very particular
phenomenon, are inspired by mutual tolerance as there are
many ways to solve the problem. The courts desire to free
legitimate business from dispensable local impositions. A
finance corporation has carried on its loan business for fifteen
years, has used the same type of stipulations as other com-
panies, for customers in all jurisdictions. Why should such
a usual and standard form be stigmatized as fraudulently
evading the law of the debtor's domicil or the law of the
forum?205 The courts manifestly think that one system of
regulating the rates of interest is as good as another. They
weigh and compare the needs and policies. Their final choice
is not so much meant to favor the validity of the contract
as to encourage the reliance of trade and commerce on inter-
state protection. The solution would be strictly contrary, if a
prohibition were violated comprising a basic requirement
in a state to which the contract should exclusively belong.
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